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Mr. President, the grotesque advan-
tages that have been given to the ag-
gressor here, as we continue to declare
a kind of neutrality which amounts to
immorality, defies all standards of de-
cency and international law. The time
is at hand for us finally to answer the
call for help which has been coming,
but has been unanswered, from Bosnia
for too long. I hope that my colleagues
in both parties in this chamber will be
able to play a leadership role in sup-
porting, encouraging, as rapidly as pos-
sible, the withdrawal of the U.N. forces
from Bosnia, the lifting of the arms
embargo, and the selective use of Al-
lied air power to protect not just the
sovereignty of a nation, Bosnia, that
has been invaded by a neighbor, but to
protect the rule of law, in Europe and
throughout the world. In that, we here
continue to have a vital national inter-
est.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMM). The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
DESIGNATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
Senate’s consideration of S. 440, the
highway bill, the following amend-
ments be the only first-degree amend-
ments in order, that they be subject to
relevant second-degree amendments,
and that no second-degree amendments
be in order prior to a failed motion to
table, unless the amendment is de-
scribed only as relevant, in which case,
second-degree amendments would be in
order prior to a motion to table.

This agreement has been agreed to by
the Democratic side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The list of amendments is as follows:
Baucus: CMAQ eligibility.
Baucus: Managers’ amendment.
Baucus: Relevant.
Baucus: Strike Section 117.
Biden: State flexibility (w/Roth).
Biden: Amtrak.
Bond: Relevant.
Boxer: ISTEA project demonstration.
Bumpers: NHS connector route.
Byrd: Relevant.
Byrd: Relevant.
Campbell/Snowe: Helmets.
Chafee/Warner: Managers’ amendment.
Cohen: Labor provisions of 13C.
Conrad: Relevant.
Daschle: Metric requirements.
Daschle: Relevant.

Dole: Relevant.
Dorgan: Open container/drunk driving.
Exon: High risk drivers.
Exon: Railroad crossings.
Exon: Truck lengths.
Faircloth: Relevant.
Feingold: Relevant.
Frist: CMAQ funding.
Graham: Relevant.
Graham: Relevant.
Graham: Relevant.
Grams: Private property.
Gregg: Relevant.
Gregg: Relevant.
Hatfield: Authorization of 15 in Oregon.
Inhofe: Single audits.
Inouye: Relevant.
Jeffords: Project review.
Kohl: Grandfathering size/weight trucks

Wisconsin route.
Lautenberg: Restore speed limit require-

ments.
Leahy: Non-interstate NHS routes project

review.
Leahy: Relevant.
Levin: Relevant.
Lott: NHS route designation.
Mack: NHS maps.
McCain: Highway demo projects $ out of

state allocation.
McCain: Highway demo projects.
McConnell: Tolls.
Moseley-Braun: Motorcycle helmets (w/

Snowe).
Murkowski: Designation of Dalton High-

way.
Reid: Trucks/speed limit.
Roth: States flexibility to Amtrak funding.
Roth: States flexibility to Amtrak funding.
Roth: States flexibility to Amtrak funding.
Simon: Date of bridge.
Smith: Helmets/seatbelts.
Smith: Helmets/seatbelts.
Stevens: Dalton Highway designations.
Stevens: Right of way designations.
Thurmond: High priority corridors.
Thurmond: High priority corridors.
Thurmond: High priority corridors.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that no amendment
dealing with affirmative action be in
order during the pendency of S. 440.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer my support for the na-
tional highway bill. I believe it is a
good bill. But I believe there is one pro-
vision of the bill that, quite frankly,
needs to be changed. So tomorrow,
Senator LAUTENBERG and I will be of-
fering an amendment to retain the cur-
rent maximum national speed limit.

The bill as it is currently written to-
tally repeals this law. I believe this ac-
tion of repealing this law clearly flies
in the face of reality, commonsense,
logic, and history because I believe
that on this issue the facts are in and
they are conclusive.

Let us talk a little history. In 1973,
55,000 people died in car-related fatali-

ties in this country. In 1974, the next
year, Congress established the 55-mile-
per-hour speed limit.

That is very same year highway fa-
talities dropped by 16-percent—a 16 per-
cent reduction the very next year after
Congress imposed the 55-mile-per-hour
speed limit. Fatalities that year
dropped from 55,000—in 1973—to 46,000
in 1974.

Mr. President, according to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the na-
tional speed limit law saves somewhere
between 2,000 and 4,000 lives every year.
So there have been as many as 80,000
lives saved in this country because of
this law since 1974.

Mr. President, another historical fact
moving forward to 1987: When the man-
datory speed limit was amended in 1987
to allow the 65-mile-per-hour speed
limit on some of the rural interstates
in this country, the fatalities on those
highways went up 30 percent more than
had been expected. Increasing the speed
limit to 65 miles per hour on rural
interstates cost 500 lives per year.
Those highways are among the safest
roads in America. What happens when
we totally repeal that law, totally re-
peal the 55 miles per hour, not just on
the rural interstates but in the urban
interstates as well? I think we will con-
tinue to see it go up, and it will go up
at a much faster rate—the fatalities.

If we were to see just the same in-
crease—30 percent—that we saw on the
rural highways in the rest of the inter-
state system because of this particular
law, the Department of Transportation
estimates an additional 4,750 people
would die every single year.

I think that is clearly not the direc-
tion we need to go in in the area of
highway safety. I believe that we need
to go in the opposite direction because
there are obviously far too many
Americans dying on the highways of
this country every year.

In my home State of Ohio in 1993 a
total of 1,482 people were killed in car
accidents. Over 20 percent of those ac-
cidents were speed related. Nationwide,
excessive speed is a factor in one-third
of all fatal crashes.

Mr. President, I believe the old adage
got it exactly right. Speed does kill.
And even if interstate highways were
designed for 70-mile-per-hour travel,
people are not. People are not designed
to survive crashes at that speed. As
speed increases, driver reaction time
decreases. The distance the driver
needs, if he is trying to stop, increases.
When speed goes above 55 miles per
hour, every 10-mile-per-hour increase
doubles—doubles—the force of the in-
jury-causing impact. This means that
at a 65-mile-per-hour speed, a crash is
twice as severe as a crash at 55 miles
per hour. A crash at 75 miles per hour
is four times more severe.

A speed limit of over 55 is a known
killer. Let us face that fact and do the
right thing right here as part of this
bill. That means I believe voting ‘‘aye’’
on the amendment which Senator LAU-
TENBERG and I will propose tomorrow.
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I intend to come to the floor again

tomorrow to talk at further length
about this particular amendment. But
I do believe that what we do in this
body has consequences. I do not think
anyone should be led to believe that
passing the bill as it is currently writ-
ten, passing a bill that flies in the face
of 20 years of statistics, 20 years of his-
tory, 20 years of saving lives, makes
any sense. I think each one of us, as we
cast our vote tomorrow on this par-
ticular amendment, needs to think
about it and needs to think of young
people and old people whose lives have
been saved over the past 20 years be-
cause of this law. To repeal it with no
real compelling urgency, and no real
need to do this, I think would be a very
tragic mistake.

Mr. President, I will, along with my
colleague, be offering this amendment
tomorrow. I plan on debating this at
length tomorrow.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if

the distinguished Senator from Ohio
would remain on the floor for just a
moment, I would like to congratulate
him for his remarks. I will be one of
many Senators supporting him. This is
very much a part of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991.

But just to add to the remark, the
Senator speaks of the fatalities. And
could I suggest also that since 1965,
when we established the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration and
began the work on vehicular design and
crashworthiness, there has been the
whole idea of seat belts, and now, of
course, air bags, and the redesigning of
the automobiles’ interiors and such
like; is very important work. Dr. Wil-
liam Haddon, whom I had worked with
in Albany in the 1950’s, became the
first Director of that Administration.

The idea that there are two collisions
when a car hits a tree—nothing gets
hurt unless you have a thing about
trees. It is when a person in the car—
hits the inside of the car that you have
a personal injury.

We have done a very great deal of
work in this regard over what is now a
generation such that collisions which
would once have been routinely fatal
would now simply be seriously injuri-
ous.

When we think of the number of lives
that are at risk by raising the speed
limit, which I think is the case, we
could compound that by a factor, prob-
ably of tenfold, of injuries which need
not be minor, which can be crippling,
can be permanent, can be hugely cost-
ly, and can be avoided by maintaining
the commonsense regulations we have
in place, which we put in place by a
long hard process of learning about
what really was involved in managing
this particularly implicitly dangerous
system.

Mr. DEWINE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would

like to congratulate the Senator from
New York not only for his long interest
in this area going back for several dec-
ades but for the work he has done.

I read an article by the Senator a few
months ago talking about the fact that
there are really two things we always
have to deal with in trying to reduce
auto fatalities. And one is driver be-
havior but the other is the design of
the car, and things that are external to
that driver.

As the Senator pointed out—I cannot
recall whether it was an article or an
op-ed piece—tragically it was some-
thing that we should not be surprised
by. It is easier many times to alter the
car, to alter the speed limit, and to do
other things than to alter the behavior
of the driver. Certainly, the Senator
has been a real leader in the efforts to
do that, in the efforts to develop the
change in design of the car, the seat
belts, and air bags, and the other
things that every single day are saving
lives in this country, not to say that
we do not want to continue with the
work on driver behavior. It is some-
thing that we all have to work on.

But the Senator from New York has
been a real leader in this whole area. I
want to congratulate him, and I appre-
ciate his comments and am looking
forward to working with him on the
floor tomorrow.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It is very generous
of the Senator.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I join in

the commendation of the Senator from
Ohio with the effort he is going to un-
dertake tomorrow with the Senator
from New Jersey in restoring the speed
limit, which the committee of jurisdic-
tion eliminated.

As you know, Mr. President, the
speed limit currently is 55 miles an
hour on interstates except 65 miles an
hour on rural interstates. I think this
has worked well. Anybody who has
given any thought to this matter has
seen the tremendous destruction of
lives and equipment and lost time and
horrible injuries that have arisen from
speeding and the accidents that result
therefrom.

Just think of it. In our country, on
the highways, 40,000 people a year are
killed. That is an astonishing figure. I
think the total deaths in Vietnam were
something like 57,000, and that is a
shocking figure. But that occurred over
some 5 years. Every year, 40,000 people
are killed. And those are the deaths. I
think you can extrapolate something
like four times that for the serious in-
juries; in other words, the people who
live but are seriously injured.

And so I think this is no time, Mr.
President, to change the speed limit.
But it was the view of the Committee
on Environment and Public Works that
we should change it. I congratulate the
Senator from Ohio. It is my under-

standing, am I not correct, that the
Senator will be joining with the Sen-
ator from New Jersey to restore the
speed limit?

Mr. DEWINE. That is correct.
The thing I point out to the Senate

and my colleagues is it is really restor-
ing the status quo. It is restoring it to
something that has clearly worked. As
the Senator from New York has also
pointed out, this has worked. This has
saved lives. Without any compelling
reason, to turn back the clock and to
ignore 20 years of history, over 20
years’ demonstrated experience of sav-
ing lives, really makes absolutely no
sense. I think the consequences of what
we do tomorrow are very significant. A
lot of times, we do things in this Cham-
ber, and we act as if they are impor-
tant, but they are really not. What we
do tomorrow on this vote will make a
difference and lives, I believe, will be
affected. I am absolutely convinced the
evidence shows that if we raise the
speed limit from the national perspec-
tive, people will die. People will die
who would not have died if we had kept
the law the way it is.

That may sound brutally blunt, but I
think at times we have to be blunt.
And I think the facts clearly show that
is what we are talking about. So I ap-
preciate my colleagues’ comments very
much.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if I
could detain my friend from Ohio and
the distinguished chairman just an-
other moment, we say that there are
40,000 lives lost a year on highways.
When we began working on the epide-
miology of automobile crashes—not ac-
cidents; they are not accidents; they
are predictable events in a complex
system—we were already approaching
50,000 deaths a year. In the interval
since we began changing design with
passive restraints and such, we cannot
have but doubled the number of auto-
mobiles and doubled the number of
miles, but the number of deaths has ac-
tually dropped.

I make a point that this idea of pas-
sive restraints, where you build safety
into the system, you will find in the
Bible. And in the best tradition of this
institution, I would like to cite—this
was first found by William Hadden, Jr.,
the Dr. Hadden I mentioned. It is in
Deuteronomy, chapter 22, verse 8:

When thou buildest a new house, thou
shalt make a battlement for thy roof, that
thou bring not blood upon thine house, if any
man fall from thence.

It is a simple idea. Have a railing so
in the dark you do not step off and land
40 feet below. It is elementally good
sense, but it is amazing how much ar-
gument it can take, and we shall hear
more such argument tomorrow. But I
wish the Senator from Ohio great good
fortune.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
impressed by the quote from Deuteron-
omy, and I think that will help our
cause greatly.

Now, Mr. President, I would like to
say to the Senator from Ohio that not
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only do I commend him for his efforts
in connection with the speed limit, but
I also would draw his attention to an-
other safety measure that will prob-
ably be attempted to be undermined
here tomorrow, and that is the legisla-
tion we have which passed in 1991 in
connection with the interstate trans-
portation legislation fathered by the
distinguished Senator from New York,
and that legislation encourages States
to pass mandatory seatbelt laws and
mandatory motorcycle helmet laws.

Every single Senator on this floor, in
connection with health, if asked: ‘‘Are
you for preventive medicine?’’ would
say, ‘‘Yes. Sure, certainly I am for pre-
ventive medicine.’’ But if there ever
was preventive medicine of a very dra-
matic type, it is the mandatory seat-
belt laws and the mandatory helmets
for motorcyclists.

Let us just take the motorcycle hel-
mets. The correlation between the de-
cline of deaths for motorcyclists and
the passage of laws dealing with man-
datory helmets absolutely exists. That
correlation is there.

Example: California. California, I
suppose, has more motorcyclists per
capita than any State in the Nation.
And the California Legislature, the
General Assembly in California three
times had passed mandatory helmet
laws, but the Governor, prior to Gov-
ernor Wilson, a Republican, vetoed
that legislation, and the veto was not
overridden.

Governor Wilson, then a Senator
here, sponsored or joined in sponsoring
legislation mandating the use of hel-
mets, mandatory helmet laws. He then
was elected Governor of California, and
as Governor of California, when that
legislation mandating motorcycle hel-
mets passed, Governor Wilson signed
it, despite the fact that the motorcy-
clists, some 3,000 or 4,000 strong, circled
the capitol in Sacramento protesting.
So again Governor—former Senator—
Wilson signed the legislation.

Now, what has been the result? The
result has been a decline in deaths of
motorcyclists of 36 percent, from 1 year
to the next. It followed the years fol-
lowing that legislation.

That is extraordinary. There is no
reason it can be ascribed to other than
that law. Maryland is the same way.
Maryland passed the law—a 20 percent
decline. And nearly all the populace
States have passed that law—Texas,
and Florida. I regret that my State has
not passed it. We are certainly not one
of the more popular States.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Populace.
Mr. CHAFEE. Populace States. Oh, a

very popular State, but not populace.
And Ohio, likewise, has not passed it.
But I have urged the passage of that
legislation in my State. Certainly, I
am going to vote to retain the require-
ment—it is not a requirement. What it
is is a factor in the law, a provision in
the law which says States that do not
pass that legislation will have to de-
vote a certain amount of their highway
funds to education and training for

safety purposes—safety in helmets,
safety in motorcycles, safety in auto-
mobiles.

I will be very candid, the States do
not like that because it takes some of
their highway funds that they would
rather spend on highways than on edu-
cation.

You might ask, ‘‘What is the Federal
Government doing in this anyway?
Isn’t this a States rights matter? Why
doesn’t the Federal Government stay
out of this?’’

The reason we are in it, and deeply
into it, is because we pay Medicaid.
There is not a State where we do not
pay 50 percent of Medicaid and, in most
instances, pay more than that. So if we
are paying the piper, we have a right to
call the tune.

These motorcyclists—I will say more
on this tomorrow when the amendment
comes up—but these motorcyclists who
are laid up in hospitals, grievously in-
jured, many in a coma because they
have head injuries because they did not
wear a helmet, they are being main-
tained in these hospitals by Medicaid.
They do not have fancy insurance poli-
cies. They are being maintained by
Medicaid, which you and I and you and
you and you and the people in the gal-
leries and elsewhere are paying. They
are paying the bill.

I think if we are paying the bill, we
have a right to require at least that
these motorcyclists wear helmets and,
to the extent it can be monitored, that
the seat belts be used in the vehicles.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin-
guished chairman yield for a question?

Mr. CHAFEE. I sure will. I just want
to say, I know the Senator from Ohio
may be leaving. I am proselytizing him
for his vote in connection with that
particular measure.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Perhaps he will stay
long enough to hear this question.

The distinguished chairman, some-
time Secretary of the Navy, was a com-
bat marine in the Second World War; is
that not right?

Mr. CHAFEE. That is true.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. A combat marine.
Mr. CHAFEE. Although all marines

would say they are a combat marine,
since there is no such thing as a
noncombat marine.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. When you were in
combat with those marines, were there
marines who thought it was somehow
unmanly to wear helmets?

Mr. CHAFEE. I cannot remember
any.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. ‘‘I’m macho, I will
take this helmet off.’’

Mr. CHAFEE. No; not for long any-
way.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank you for the
answers to my questions.

Mr. CHAFEE. As a matter of fact,
many a marine would be delighted if he
could have crawled into his helmet. It
somehow had a protective feeling, a
helmet.

So, there we are, Mr. President. Un-
less anybody else has anything further
to say, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York and
I are here. We are ready to do business.
There are 15-plus amendments that are
on the agreement for tomorrow. I see
no reason why we cannot dispose of
some of them now. Some might be
agreed to, some might be contested, at
least they can be debated. We will not
have any votes, but it is a good time to
have a discussion. I think it is too bad
we are whiling away the day here with
no action.

As I say, the Senator from New York
and I are here and the store is open and
looking for customers. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, I hope the call will go out near
and wide to come on over and offer
your amendments.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I

simply would like to restate the re-
quest, if I may put it in those terms,
certainly the invitation, of our chair-
man, noting once again Senator BAU-
CUS is necessarily absent. We have a
long list of amendments. There is work
to be done. On the other hand, it could
be that people feel the product of the
committee is so finely crafted that it
would really be superfluous, if not at
some level diminishing, to change it
now that it has come to the floor, in
which event we can be out of here in
this regard by noon tomorrow.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1426

(Purpose: To ensure that High Priority
Corridor 18 is included on the approved Na-
tional Highway System after feasibility
study is completed)

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of Mr. BUMPERS and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New York [Mr. MOY-

NIHAN], for Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1426.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
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SEC. . INCLUSION OF HIGH PRIORITY COR-

RIDORS.
Section 1105(d) of the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub.
L. 102–240; 105 Stat 2033) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘The Secretary of Transportation shall in-
clude High Priority Corridor 18 as identified
in section 1105(c) of this Act, as amended, on
the approved National Highway System after
completion of the feasibility study by the
States as provided by such Act.’’

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this
is a clarifying amendment. It estab-
lishes that high-priority corridor 18 is
in fact included in the National High-
way System. This had been a presump-
tive fact, but circumstances have aris-
en which make it prudent and in the
interest of the State of Arkansas that
this be so stated in statute.

I believe this amendment will be
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the
Members on this side are in agreement
with this amendment and urge its
adoption.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate on the amendment,
the question is an agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 1426) was agreed
to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed for 5 minutes as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

FRANCE TO CONDUCT NUCLEAR
TESTS

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I was
disturbed, almost alarmed, when I saw
that the new President of France had
said that France was going to conduct
eight nuclear tests. It is not at all cer-
tain, from the press releases I have
seen, what the magnitude of those
tests will be—that is, how much pluto-
nium will be used and what the
kilotonnage will be.

Second, I would like to say that I
think President Chirac is off to a very
bad start. The precedent that he is set-
ting is certainly going to influence
people in this country who, for no
sound reason, think we should also
begin testing again. And sure enough,
this morning, I read an account—I
think maybe from Reuters—that our
Secretary of Defense, William Perry,
has said that he is getting ready to
present the President with a series of
options for resuming tests, from 4
pounds of plutonium to a full-scale
test. He does not say how many tests
will be conducted. But the argument is
the same as that being used by France,
that is, we have to determine the reli-

ability of our deployed weapons and
our stockpiles.

Now, bear in mind, Mr. President,
that we test our ballistic missiles
every year. I have been arguing on the
floor of the Senate for 3 years that we
are buying more D–5 missiles than we
can possibly use on our Trident sub-
marines. And in my arguments, I have
always insisted that the number I
think we should procure is not only
adequate for the purposes, but also al-
lows the Defense Department to con-
tinue testing anywhere from three to
five D–5 missiles every year to deter-
mine their reliability.

I understand that this falls in the
category of things that the Defense De-
partment would like to do but does not
have to do.

We are coming up on a Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which is
supposed to go into effect in 1996, and
we are all trying to get under the wire
now with these little tests which were
portrayed as to be ‘‘so small as to be
insignificant,’’ at least for the French,
just prior to asking every other nation
to be good scouts and obey what has
been agreed to in the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty.

I hope the President of the United
States will have the courage to do
what he did the first year he was in of-
fice and say, ‘‘No more testing.’’ He
first said no testing for 15 months.
When 15 months was over, he said no
more testing, indefinitely. This is an
indefinite ban on testing by the United
States.

He no more had the words out of his
mouth, and the Defense Department
says it is absolutely essential to deter-
mine the reliability of our weapons,
and we must start testing all over
again.

Now, Mr. President, I will say, I
know the makeup of this body. I know
the makeup of the House. Unless the
President says ‘‘No,’’ and is prepared to
stick with it, we will start testing.

That sends a message to every two-
bit dictator in the world. We have been
pleading with nations that we know
are involved in trying to develop nu-
clear weapons, we have been pleading
with them ‘‘Don’t do it.’’ Now what
kind of a message does it send to those
same nations when we start testing
again? The United States and France
will be the two most irresponsible na-
tions on the planet Earth—if we join
France and start testing again.

I do not intend to call the President.
He has a lot of things to do. He knows
my feelings about it. I have discussed
it with him on previous occasions. I
just think it would be a terrible thing
for the United States, a terrible prece-
dent, here 1 year away from the imple-
mentation of the Comprehensive Nu-
clear Test Ban Treaty.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator yields the floor, would
he yield to me for a question?

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Arkansas

will recall that in 1974, the Republic of
India detonated a nuclear device.

Mr. BUMPERS. I remember it well.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The second-most

populated nation in the world, and in
the 20 years since, they have never yet
detonated a second—not because they
are members of the Test Ban Treaty,
but because they feel there is an inter-
national constraint in place and it
would be in some way inappropriate.
Not that they could not or that they
would not like to. They have not done
it.

Would the Senator consider whether
or not our now presumed testing, and
French testing in the Pacific, would
not put pressure on regimes such as
that of India, or regimes which are
clearly capable of nuclear devices, such
as Pakistan?

Is that what we want started?
Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator makes

my point better than I made it myself.
I must say, the Senator has given me

a piece of information, as closely as I
try to follow this issue, that I did not
realize, and that is that India has never
tested since their first test.

With some respect, we expect this
sort of thing from the Chinese. In the
world diplomacy, the Chinese have
never been quite as concerned as to
how the nations of the world commu-
nity might feel about what they do.
They test when they are ready. As far
as I know, China is the only nation
that has tested since the President
took that bold initiative in 1993.

It does not endear them to me, but
they have always danced to their own
tune, marched to their own drummer.

I thought it was irresponsible for
them to start testing, but be that as it
may, our thinking about testing sends
a terrible signal to every nation on
Earth. It seems we are doing our very
best to torpedo both the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty and the Nuclear
Non-proliferation Treaty.

I might also say, incidentally, on the
other side of the coin, once India test-
ed, Pakistan decided it needed nuclear
weapons. The Senator is all too famil-
iar with the problems we have with
Pakistan and India, now. It is never
ending. The Pakistanis will never be
satisfied until they think they are co-
equal in the nuclear game with India.

Every time somebody joins the field,
some other nation that has a 1,000-year
history of animosity with that nation
immediately goes to work—Iran and
Iraq, and so it goes.

f

UNITED STATES ROLE REGARDING
BOSNIA

Mr. BUMPERS. Now, Mr. President, I
want to make a point on a different
subject that has been discussed here
several times today dealing with
Bosnia. I heard the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia, Senator NUNN, a
moment ago. I must say I thought the
Senator made some very cogent points
about what the United States role
should be.
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